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Bu CANDIDATES have now declared them- 
selves on the subject of Social Security and 
in terms that make it impossible to fathom what 
they mean. 


General Eisenhower (Denver, August 
9): ,“I am particularly concerned about the 
present inadequacy of the Social Security 
law and feel strongly that the law ought to 
be extended to presently uncovered per- 
sons.” Later, his press secretary, James 
Hagerty, said this meant increasing the pres- 
ent assistance to the needy (because of the 
cheapened dollar) and did not apply to 
benefits received under the old age imsur- 
ance program. 

Governor Stevenson: The Governor's 
statements have been cryptic. On May 25, 
before the Democratic Convention, he ad- 
dressed the National Conference of Social 
Work. “Where are we going?” asked he. 
Then, said the New York Times, “Governor 
Stevenson asserted that the great systems of 
public and private welfare services whose 
growth in the past three decades he termed 
‘almost astronomical’ were now showing a 
serious weakness. Their very size, he said, 
forces their leaders to concentrate upon the 
maintenance of activities to which they are 
traditionally committed, instead of express- 
ing themselves in new creative directions or 
searching for basic causes of dependency.” 
Serious weakness? What did Stevenson 
mean? 


A famous Federal Security Agency pamphlet, 
Common Human Needs, issued in 1945, made 
this memorable statement: ‘Social Security and 
public assistance programs are a basic essential 
for attainment of the socialized state envisaged 
in democratic ideology, a way of life which has 
so far been realized only in slight measure.” 
How do the candidates stand on that? 


Examination of our so-called Social Security 
system leads to the conclusion that it is political- 
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ly statist — since it tends toward a greater con- 
centration of economic power in the state; also, 
that it is fiscally a fraud and a swindle — in 
that our Old Age “insurance” is not insurance 
at all, but a double deception whereby the Gov- 
ernment levies a Social Security tax insufficient 
to provide for the benefits which should be paid 
out, but which meanwhile provide immense sums 
which the Government uses in ways which have 
nothing whatever to do with Social Security. 


There is no mystery about how this is done. 
On average, 50 million persons now pay Social 
Security taxes each year. In December, 1951, 
only 2.9 million retired persons were drawing 
Old Age Insurance benefits. What those 2.9 
million persons (and their employers) had paid 
in was by no means enough to provide for the 
“annuities” they are getting. The funds to make 
up the difference come from the Social Security 
taxes paid in by the 50 millions who haven’t re- 
tired. Indeed, these 50 millions paid in so much 
that, during the fiscal year 1950-51, only $1.5 
billion were required out of receipts of $3.1 bil- 
lion to pay current beneficiaries. The excess has 
been spent by the Government for other things. 


But what will happen when the oncoming 
army of Social Security taxpayers—now paying 
nowhere near enough for their “annuities” — 
reach the retirement age? While they aren’t 
paying enough to “insure” their own future, they 
are paying more than enough to give the present 
Government lots of money to play with. What's 
going to happen to them? 


THE FRAUDULENT SETUP 


ATIONAL WELFARE OPERATIONS (with the 
N exception of unemployment insurance, 
Civil Service retirement, veterans’ pensions, Rail- 
road Retirement benefits and some other items) 
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are run by a holding corporation of many bu- 
reaus swept together in 1939 as the Federal Se- 
curity Agency. Public Health, Office of Educa- 
tion, the Food and Drug Administration and 
other bureaus are all part of this Agency. But 
the great engine, legislation mill and propaganda 
factory is the Social Security Administration em- 
ploying nearly 15,000 persons. 


Since 1947 the Administrator of the Agency 
has been Oscar Ewing, a bumbling, sanctimoni- 
ous lawyer who, with the exception of Dean 
Acheson, is probably the most unpopular official 
in the Federal Government. The real brains of 
the S. S. Administration belong to three insig- 
nificant men whose pay is small, whose ambi- 
tions are boundless. They are Arthur J. Alt-. 
meyer, Commissioner for Social Security and its 
virtual boss; his technical Advisor, Wilbur J. 
Cohen; and Isidore S. Falk, Director of the Di- 
vision of Research and Statistics. All three had 
places on Roosevelt’s Committee on Economic 
Security in 1934 and participated in the work on 
the original Act in 1935. Not one is an actuary; 


not one is even a mathematician. 


For years the energies of these men have been 
devoted to the expansion of compulsory, tax- 
sustained welfare, including compulsory health 
insurance. Their relations with the Interna- 
tional Labor Organization in Geneva have been 
intimate for many years. (It is the I.L.O. that 
seeks to impose compulsory welfare by inter- 
national treaty as a result of which Senator 
Bricker has proposed a preventive amendment 
to the Constitution. ) 


Not one of these three is a really strong man, 
intellectually or any other way. None is bold 
and forthright. The question arises: How did 
these men ever get where they are? The answer: 
Nature abhors a vacuum. The Wall Street 
Crash of ’29 and the Depression unemployment 
terrified Congress. Action was necessary. What 
action? These men, and some others like them, 
had an “answer” and few Congressmen had the 
nerve and the brains to question it. 


Congress is not wholly to blame. A member 
has to be elected before he can legislate and the 
few who have summoned the courage to attack 
the system know well what can happen. Cain of 
Washington, who went down the line against 


the omnibus Social Security bill in 1950, 
was consistently misrepresented in his home state 
press. The record of the American press on the 


Subject is pitiable and reflects the degeneration 


of the reporter’s profession. Most papers have 
swallowed whole the pap which the Security 
Agency puts out, with little if any effort to 
analyze what it prints. 

The insurance people, by and large, have been 
as bad. Left unchecked, the expansion of the 
present Social Security system will utterly destroy 
insurance in this country, but only a scattering 
of the insurance fraternity have fought back. 
“Why resist the wave of the future?” has been 
their attitude, even though the wave means 
their ruin. rik 

Finally, the people have been taken in. So- 
cial Security is commonly accepted as “probably 
a good thing”, in ignorance of the fact that the 
liabilities coming due will be catastrophic. 


OPERATION PONZI 


pe CORE OF the Social Security Administra- 
tion’s activity concerns old people. It is po- 
litical. Old people vote and many old people now 
have a vested interest in Social Security. (The 
constantly expanding vested interest serves to 
entrench the Social Security bureaucracy.) Their 
total number is increasing. In 1940, out of a 
total population of 131 million persons, we had 
nine million who were 65 years of age and over. 
In 1950, out of a total population of 150 million, 
we had more than twelve million, fewer than 
half of which were on the Federal Social Security 
rolls. (2.9 million were getting Old Age “In- 
surance” and 2.7 million were getting Old Age 
Assistance — that is, relief. Total: 5.6 million.) 
The other half of these twelve million old people 
who are not yet receiving Federal money offer 
great opportunity to bureaucrats and propa- 
gandists. 

Old age is looked after under a two-headed 
system. 

1. Old Age Assistance. This is charity 
and consists of outright Federal appropria- 
tions to the States, which the States must 
mateh with their own money according to 
a formula. Out of these funds the States 


pay pensions (relief) to old people who 
are destitute. Some are destitute. Some are 


not. Back in 1935 when the Social Security 


























Act was first passed the planners said that 
these subsidies would be “temporary”. As 
soon as the social “insurance” part of the 


_ system began to work, the need for such 


payments would cease. Such has not been 

the case. From a start of $155 million in 

1936, (Table 37, Sept., 1951, Bulletin) the 

sums spent on Old Age Assistance have 

multiplied 10 times. 

2. Old Age and Survivors “Insurance”, 

This other half of the system was set up in 

1935, not with the current aged in mind 

but the future aged. This was not claimed 

to be a relief handout. It was called “prem- 

ium (tax) paid-for insurance”. (Means 

were discovered later to make it a handout 

in certain cases, as where it is possible for 

some 63-year-old person to pay the tax for 

as short a time as eighteen months and then 

retire with the annuity.) Payroll taxes (half 

from the employer, half from the employee; 

in the case of the self-employed the indi- 

vidual pays all) are levied and paid into the 

Treasury. 

When the taxes have been paid for a speci- 

fied length of time and the individual 

reaches 65, he may retire and draw his 

“annuity”. How much? Since the tax is 

a percentage and since wages and salaries 

are variable, the “insurance” benefit varies. 

Furthermore, with the rise in living costs 

and the steady cheapening of the dollar, 

what looked like “more” once, now looks 
like “less” and the clamor for more and 
more is constant. 

It would serve no purpose here to trace the 
infinitely complex minutiae of the system. Few 
persons understand them and the interpretations 
of the law are almost exclusively in the hands 
of the administrators. It is enough to simply 
say that not only is the system not insurance* at 
all, in any sense, but rather a huge swindling 
operation in which the current beneficiaries are 
paid off at the expense of the great army of So- 
cial Security tax-payers in a manner not too dis- 
similar from that employed by the late Charles 
Ponzi. 





* An insurance poli is a contract betwee an insurance 
with fixed terms pat obli cower 
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THE OPpposiTION WAKES UP 


S NOTED, Congress fears and hates the FSA. 
The fear, of course, arises from a dread as 
to what the voters will do if the Social Security 
propaganda mill goes into action. The hate crops 
out in various ways, as when, on August 16, 
1949, the Senate struck down Truman’s so-called 
Hoover Reorganization Plan No. 1 that set up a 
Cabinet Department of Welfare. 


Yet Congress does not always fear. Experi- 
ence has shown that, when determined, Congress 
can act decisively. Here are two instances: 


1. The Free Ride Case. During the 80th 
Congress legislative researchers turned up the 
interesting fact that between 500,000 and 750,- 
000 persons had been on the Social Security rolls 
for years, had been given wage credits in che 
records, with no Social Security taxes ever paid 
by either employer or employee. It seemed that 
there had long been a controversy between the 
Treasury and the Security people as to whether 
or not the persons in this big group were or were 
not employees. (It was a heterogeneous lot of 
semi-independent truckers, commission salesmen 
who worked when they pleased, etc.) The 
Treasury accepted the common law definition 
that such persons were not employees and hence 
not subject to Social Security tax nor eligible for 
Social Security benefits. The Security people put 
the group on the rolls anyhow and began pay- 
ing benefits to people who had never paid taxes 
at all! 


At length some Supreme Court decisions in- 
volving, among other things, definitions of “em: 
ployee”, prepared the way for the Treasury, 
after considerable strain, to give way to the So- 
cial Security people. Congress, after reflection, 
decided not to disturb the old people in the 
group who were already drawing benefits they 
had never paid anything for, and, by an “Act 
of Grace’, authorized enough money to pay the 
cost. But, Congress struck out the phony wage 
credits by enacting House Joint Resolution 296. 
Simultaneously Congress made clear that if these 
people were to come.on the rolls it must: be 
accomplished through legislation and not by 
bureaucratic fiat. (Subsequently these people 
were legislated in.) Truman vetoed the Reso- 








lution and, on June 14, 1948, Congress promptly 
passed it over his veto. 

The Administration saw in this another op- 
portunity for the big lie; in August, 1948, when 
Truman went to Philadelphia to accept the nomi- 
nation, he charged the Republicans with “taking 
750,000 off the Social Security rolls.”” The im- 
plications were that a helpless group who had 
been putting their mite into the fund for years 
had been flung on the scrap heap by a band of 
Republican thugs. 


2. The Jenner Amendment. A year ago, 
Senator William Jenner of Indiana succeeded in 
attaching to the Revenue Act of 1951 an amend- 
ment which broke the Federal Security Agency’s 
secrecy rule. Previously, the Agency had en- 
forced a rule forbidding states from making pub- 
lic the names of those receiving assistance. The 
stated reason was to prevent the humiliation of 
those receiving relief. Even State auditing of- 
ficials in Indiana were refused access to the rolls. 
The rule gave the Administrator great power. 
He could grant or withhold funds from a state 
as he chose and he had hundreds of millions at 
his disposal. Investigation in Indiana showed 
that under cover of the secrecy rule there was 
widespread petty graft and corruption. Forth- 
with the Indiana Legislature passed a law mak- 
ing the relief rolls, under certain circumstances, 
public. In turn, Oscar Ewing withheld grants 
from Indiana. 


The fight began. Jenner’s Amendment held 
that no State could be deprived of grants-in-aid 
just because it gave public access to records of 
disbursement. Jenner took the ground that since 
the taxpayers provided the money they had a 
right to know how it was spent. The Amend- 
ment passed and became law. The question is 
now with the Supreme Court. 


HONEST SOCIAL SECURITY 


U IS HARD TO BELIEVE that a people as intelli- 
gent as Americans are touted to be would 
ever permit such a swindle to be put over on 


them. Yet the swindle was accomplished and 
it grows more serious year by year. 


Long ago, in 1908, an acid-minded American 
actuary named Miles Menander Dawson went to 
Rome to address an international social insur. 
ance Congress. He enunciated this bald truth: 
Those who can’t work must be supported by 
those who do. Furthermore, you can’t post. 
pone paying the bill. You must pay as you go 
along. Nobody paid any attention to Dawson. 


Herbert Hoover offered this to Chairman 
Doughton of the House Ways and Means in 
1949: “I suggest that the committee consider 
abandoning the whole reserve fund concept and 
that the Federal insurance system be put on a 
pay-as-you-go basis.” If an identical contri- 
bution be made to every person in the country 
at the agreed-upon retirement age, the octopus 
mechanics of the Security Agency should be 
obliterated. Experts have estimated that the 
task could be handled by the Treasury with 
fewer than a thousand personnel. The total 
annual cost would be stiff and would seem more 
so to a public that has no realization of where 
the present system is taking us. Illustration: 
In 1950 we had about 12 million persons 65 
and over in our population. During the fiscal 
year 1950-51 the Federal Government paid out 
2.3 billion in combined “insurance” and old age 
assistance. If we paid $40 a month to the 12 
million the bill would be somewhat over $5.7. 


But it would be paid for, without any future 
commitment which present old age “insurance” 
is not. Who would be against such a program? 
(1) The Federal Security Agency, fighting for 
its life with every propaganda stop out. (2) 
The Old Age lobby, led by the Townsendites, 
who are asking for the world in a jug. (3) A 
large section of the public who would be horti- 
fied at the cost, unaware of what the Security 
Agency cost will eventually be. But, it is a bald 
statement of the fact that you simply can’t get 
something for nothing in this world. 
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OH! THAT TERRIBLE “WITCH HUNT” 
By W1LL1AM HENRY CHAMBERLIN 





ve AVERAGE AMERICAN probably doesn’t realize it, but we are supposed to be living 
under a “reign of terror” — a phrase hitherto reserved for the period when the 
guillotine was working overtime during the French Revolution. At least that is what 
Bertrand Russell, well-known British philosopher, tells his audiences on both sides of the 
Atlantic. 


The Economist, one of the most informative political and economic magazines in the 
world, is so impressed by Owen Lattimore’s Ordeal by Slander that it makes the following 
sweeping assertion, in a review of the book, pubiished in its issue of July 26: 


“It is also an unfortunate fact that nobody who is tried in the United States 
. on any charge which suggests, however remotely, ene can expect at 
this moment to have a fair trial.” 


Such a statement would have been more convincing if it had been accompanied by 
a bill of particulars, proving denial of all possible legal safeguards to Alger Hiss, the 
Communist leaders, Harry Gold, the Rosenbergs and others who have been brought to 
trial on charges involving disloyalty. 

To the British voices which are frequently heard deploring the “anti-Communist 
hysteria” in America (it is just possible that a little more of this “hysteria” in Britain 
would have shortened a list of strange cases that include such key scientists as Alan 
Nunn May, Klaus Fuchs and Bruno Pontecorvo, diplomats Guy Burgess and Donald 
MacLean, Foreign Office radio operator William Marshall) are joined sympathetic voices 
on this side of the Atlantic. Supreme Court Justice William Douglas writes of ‘“‘a black 
silence of fear”, although the shrill chorus of professional denouncers of ““McCarthyism”’ 
suggests neither silence nor fear. 


But the favored phrase in this country is ‘witch hunt’, with its dark suggestion of 
innocent persons being hounded to the gallows on false charges of an impossible crime. 
Some weeks ago The Nation came out with a long supplement devoted to the subject 
of civil liberties in this country. One of its main features was the monotonous iteration 
of that sinister phrase ‘‘witch hunt”. What The Nation contributors seem to forget is 


that wizards named Hiss and witches named Coplon do exist, and if one looks under 
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enough beds one may rout out someone answering to some such name as Gus Hall, Jack § of the 
Stachel, Eugene Dennis, Harry Gold. : I and V 
identi 
ere THE long series of exposures in courts of law and the many books which have § refuse 
been published by former Soviet agents it is nothing less than irrational to deny 
the existence of a vast, well-financed, world-wide web of Communist espionage and one i 
infiltration. Any attempt, therefore, to suggest that there is no necessity to take vigorous crime 
and effective measures to oppose and thwart this conspiracy is either prompted by Jf very 
Communist sympathy or reveals a state of ignorance and naiveté that approaches down- § affili< 
right foolishness. | a bas 
To make this obvious point is not to suggest that everything that has been done and § ment 
said in this field represents the last word in wisdom and effectiveness. In everything but. [ ano 
name we are at war with Stalinite Communism. Wartime tempers are quick and wartime 
passions are hot. Some of the attempts to prevent Americans from leaving this country W 
and to bar foreign visitors on flimsy or bureaucratic grounds have probably done more 
harm than good. The word “Communist” has been bandied about too freely as a general unde 
term of abuse. Any probable excess or slip in the very necessary work of exposing dim 
Communists and Communist sympathizers is exploited by the Communists themselves, by 
the fellow-travellers and by that larger group that might be called anti-anti-Communists J crie: 
in order to discredit the idea that there is a conspiracy which must be fought and frustrated. Am 


Yet such expressions as “reign of terror’, “black silence of fear’’, to say nothing of 
the overworked “witch hunt’, are gross and misleading exaggerations. If a real reign 
of terror did exist, the first proof of it would be that no one could say so in print. Yet 
anyone can walk into a fair-sized American bookstore and take his pick of a dozen books 
describing with varying degrees of restraint and accuracy all alleged injuries to the 
principles of civil liberties. 

There is much talk of ‘‘characters assassinated”, of “innocent reputations besmirched”’. 
But when one asks for specific examples the answer is likely to be some decidedly contro- 
versial individual, such as Owen Lattimore or John Stewart Service. A lurid picture is 


sometimes painted of Americans at the mercy of conscienceless informers, and there is a left 
systematic campaign, masterminded from Communist headquarters and supported by Th 
innocent and not-so-innocent fellow-travellers, to represent everyone who has broken with 
Communism as an unstable, unreliable witness. we 
But this just isn’t borne out by the cold facts of the situation. Consider one point. Al 
Whittaker Chambers, Elizabeth Bentley, Hede Massing, Louis Budenz called their shots of 


and named names in describing their activities in the Communist underground. Not one 


of the persons named has made a libel suit stick; and the suits brought by Alger’ Hiss 
| and William Remington blew up disastrously in the latters’ faces. Most of the persons 
identified as members of Communist spy rings, or sources of information to these rings, 
refused to answer on the suggestive ground: fear of self-incrimination. 

The nonsense of the ‘reign of terror” suggestion is debunked if one considers that no 
one is in the slightest danger of losing his liberty except after being convicted of a specific 
crime in an open court. Even the prevalence of job discrimination in academic posts is 
very much exaggerated. Not long ago I noticed that a man with a long record of front 
afiliations was teaching, amusingly enough, in a university which has been attacked as 
a bastion of reaction because of a controversy, rather silly on both sides, over the require- 


ment of a loyalty oath and the scruples of some faculty members about taking such 
an oath. 


Ww" AMERICAN left-wingers often demand is not all-around freedom of speech but 
freedom of speech exclusively for themselves. If this point were more clearly 


understood the spectre of a terrible witch hunt would shrink to its proper very small 
dimensions. 

For instance, any critical discussion of a school textbook is apt to elicit a chorus of 
cries about book burning, witch burning and what not. But is it so unreasonable that 
Americans, as citizens and parents, should have some voice in what is being taught to 
their children? 

Consider a few other specific cases. John T. Flynn, in his hard-hitting little book, 
While You Slept, offers statistical proof that an extremely high percentage of reviews 
of books about China (in the critical years preceding the Communist take-over) in the 
influential Times and Herald-Tribune book sections were written by a small clique of 
individuals strongly biased in favor of the Chinese Communists. 

No one questions the right of the editors to publish such reviews. But the right of 
John T. Flynn or anyone else to point out their biased character would seem equally 
unquestionable. Yet to some minds, warped by the impact of the standard fallacious 
leftist clichés, the publication of this type of review would be progressive free thought. 
The voicing of critical objection would be a species of “reactionary fascism”. 

During the war years the traditionally staid and mildly conservative Atlantic Monthly 
went overboard in an effort to outdo Roosevelt, Harry Hopkins, Henry Wallace and 
Alger Hiss in being nice to our Soviet ally. There was a ban on the mildest criticism 
of Soviet actions and intentions. Its unsuspecting readers were served a steady diet of 


interpretations of Soviet and Polish conditions and world developments generally which 





might have appeared, with a few stylistic changes, in the columns of Pravda. There was 
no question of the right of the Atlantic editors to publish this sort of stuff. But it was 
an equally clear right, and perhaps a duty, of public-spirited writers to point out the 
discrepancies between the real world of Stalin’s terror and aggression and the Atlantic's 
dream world of the Soviet regime as a cooperative do-gooder. 


Until the autumn of 1951, the old, established publishing firm of Little, Brown and 
Company had passed through a “redder than the rose” phase, extending over a number 
of years. Many of its authors in political and economic fields suggested a Who’s Who 
of the Communist and fellow-traveller intellectual elite. There were no penalties for 
writing or publishing books with this pro-Soviet bias. But by the same principle of 
freedom of speech and press there could be no reasonable objection to criticism and 
exposure of this situation. An effective, well-documented exposure by Counterattack led 
to some housecleaning at Little, Brown; and that publishing house has already made 
some amends by publishing Ralph de Toledano’s hardhitting attack on its former 
prominent author, Owen Lattimore (in Spies, Dupes and Diplomats) and the grim 
concentration camp story of the Ukrainian, Nicholas Prychodko. 


MERICAN totalitarian “liberals” have long been adept at upholding double standards 

of morals. They went into crusading ecstasies against fascist purges, executions 

and concentration camps, but were silent or apologetic about the fact that the same 
methods have been an integral part of Soviet Communism since it took power thirty-five 
years ago. More recently they have been trying to put over, with their “witch hunt” 
ballyhoo, another double standard: that vigorous free speech by collectivists is praise- 
worthy, but that equally vigorous free speech by persons concerned with the maintenance 
of American constitutional practices and individualist standards is utterly reprehensible. 


Unfortunately, this intellectual double-talk has made some progress on university 
campuses, where Owen Lattimore is a hero and Senator McCarthy a deep-dyed villain. 
But several political events show that the plain American citizen is not being taken for 
this kind of leftist joyride. There was the unexpected retirement of Senator Tydings to 
private life, a direct sequel to his use of the whitewash brush in his “investigation” of 
the charges against Owen Lattimore. There was the smashing victory of Richard Nixon, 
who did more than anyone, perhaps, to expose Alger Hiss, over Helen Gahagan Douglas. 
Most recently there was the tremendous endorsement of Senator McCarthy by Wisconsin 
voters. 


What has been feverishly described as a ‘‘witch hunt”, a ‘reign of terror”, a ‘“‘black 
silence of fear” is a long overdue reaction to the pro-Communist infiltration into key 
political and intellectual positions which had been going on with little or no opposition 
from the Roosevelt and Truman Administrations. 
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